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Professor suppose himself to be achieving when he
denies that there is agreement about the alien hands
in the Folio ? If we merely count heads, there is a
far longer list of critical names in denial of Shake-
speare's authorship of TITUS and the HENRY vi trilogy
than he can even now shark up of lawless resolutes
in favour of authenticity. And when he remarks,
with a quite cathedral condescension, that " we still
have cntics who boggle at TITUS ANDRONICUS," he
will find Mr. John Bailey as contemptuous of his
judgment as he can be of Mr. Bailey's. Mr. Bailey,
as we have seen, cannot believe that anybody can
still call TITUS Shakespeare's work. Such are the
harmonies of the orthodox sphere.
In short, in an academic world in which aesthetic
argument is at a discount, the pronouncements of
the most self-confident devotees of the Folio cult are
lamentably open to all the disrespect which they
bestow on the inquirers who seek to clear up the
confusion established by Heminge and Condell. As
our Professor says of others, his exiguous creed " has
only subjective weight: it puts no obligation on
anyone but the person who brings it forward/' And
this because he, unlike the investigators whom he
supposes himself to dismiss, makes no appeal to any
man's reason, having no reasons to offer. The creed
is: " Heminge and Condell must have known; they
could not lie; so that is that." On such faith is
built the kingdom of error, in all ages,